Introduction
Migration and diaspora research has long established that intimate networks of support and affection can exist across vast physical distances (e.g., Baldassar & Merla, 2013; Cronin, 2015; Ryan, Sales, Tilki, & Siara, 2009) . With the increasing affordability of transport and telecommunications, individuals exchange love, affection and care with people who are living in different cities, regions and countries. There is also evidence that new internet-based technologies expand opportunities for individuals and families to sustain intimacy over long distances by facilitating a sense of being close and familiarity with each other's daily routines (Dekker & Engbersen, 2014; Uy-Tioco, 2007; Valentine, 2006) .
While emotional attachment with people living far apart can persist, migrants may develop personal networks, in which support is more individualised and less collective. Within such networks, migrants' 'significant others', i.e., the people they consider important, be they relatives, friends, colleagues, neighbours or members of various groups or associations, would be less likely to know and meet each other than within networks largely based on physical co-presence and geographical propinquity (Larsen, Axhausen, & Urry, 2006; Wittel, 2001) . Internet and mobile phones would be central for migrants in producing individualised networks, through what Wellman (2001) calls 'person-to-person' connectivity. Migrants, embedded in networks of weak or no ties between their significant others, or clusters of significant others, developed in different places, and often in different social contexts, would have bridging social capital as opposed to bonding social capital defined as networks characterised by cohesion, mutual trust and strong ties between its members (Coleman, 1988) . Their spatially and socially fragmented personal networks would be less likely to enforce mutual obligations, norms and effective sanctions than densely connected personal networks characterised by greater homogeneity and higher normative control (Coleman, 1988; Putnam, 1993) . On a positive side, these fragmented networks would provide diverse resources, novel information and autonomy to migrants (Burt, 2009; Granovetter, 1973) .
The influence of migration and physical distance on social capital may, however, be moderated by social visits. Previous research has shown that occasional travel and face-to-face meetings are crucial for sustaining strong ties over distance (Elliott & Urry, 2010; Larsen et al., 2006) and migrants who regularly visit and host their significant relatives and friends may put them in touch with one another. For instance, when migrants frequently host or visit their parents, intimacy may be established between them and migrants' partner and children. Migrants may also travel long distances to stay involved in densely connected groups of relatives or old friends in their place of origin. Ali and Holden (2006) have illustrated the central role played by post-migration tourism among Pakistanis living in the UK in maintaining strong ties and meeting social obligations with diasporas in the homeland.
Studies like Ali and Holden (2006) linking migration and more regular forms of mobility, such as social visits, are rare. To the authors' knowledge, no study has been proposed to analyse the joint effect of migration and distant visits on the size, structure and geography of personal networks. This article addresses this knowledge gap by examining personal networks in Switzerland using survey data from a representative sample of people living in Switzerland in 2011 and born in 1950-55 and 1970-75 . Here, social capital is conceptualised as consisting of three dimensions: (1) the degree of trust in the members of one's personal network; (2) the size and (3) structure of one's emotional support network. People with high social capital refer to those who have many emotional support providers and high trust in their network members (see De Carlo & Widmer, 2011 , for a discussion about trust as social capital). Drawing on social capital literature (e.g., Coleman, 1988; Putnam, 1993) , we distinguish two main types of social capital in terms of network structure. Bonding social capital refers to cohesive emotional support networks. In this kind of network, all members tend to support each other emotionally, which enforces bounded solidarity and mutual trust (see Figure 1 on the left). By contrast, bridging social capital refers to sparsely connected emotional support networks. In this kind of personal network, respondents tend to occupy a central position between their network members who hardly support each other emotionally (see Figure 1 on the right). In other words, bridging social capital is not identified here by the specific presence of weak ties, but by the absence of strong (i.e., emotionally supportive) ties.
In this study, migration is conceptualised holistically as individual histories. Migrants are defined as individuals who lived far from their birthplace most of their lives. Using the life history calendar method, retrospective data about moves were obtained. Sequence analysis techniques are used to identify typical patterns of residential mobility histories. This is a relevant measure, since it is well known from migration studies that social bonds are strengthened (and so more likely to be maintained) as length of residence increases (e.g., Lub- Magdol & Bessel, 2003) . This study investigates how respondents' social capital is influenced by residential mobility histories, the spatial dispersion of their personal networks and social visits from or to their network members. We first examine whether migrants have higher bridging social capital than respondents who remained close to their birthplace. We then evaluate whether frequent visits between respondents and their far-flung network members moderate the influence of spatial dispersion on social capital.
Theoretical Background and Previous Research
Many scholars in the field of mobility and social network research argue that today's social life is less based on propinquity within the immediate neighbourhood and more on connectivity, due to profound transformations in technology, work and lifestyle (Larsen et al., 2006; Rainie & Wellman, 2012; Urry, 2007; Wittel, 2001) . In this 'network sociality', personal relationships are fluid and changing as people move to different milieus and life projects. Social obligations to friends and family are more a matter of negotiation and choice than strict determination by the social structures and norms. This networked pattern would be even more marked for migrants who would build new relationships and negotiate social obligations to existing ones across multiple places. Empirical studies show complex changes in migrants' personal networks, which reflect their selection and adaptation processes in the new environment. Using longitudinal network data on 25 Argentinian immigrants in Spain, Lubbers et al. (2010) , for example, showed a high turnover in migrants' relationships, with a strong tendency toward transitivity (tendency that one's friends' friends are likely to become one's own friends). However, the overall composition, size and structure of networks appeared to be relatively stable over time. Using a nationally representative sample of core personal networks from Switzerland, Viry (2012) showed that spatially dispersed networks had a bridging structure. But he also found that long-distance ties were more transitive than local ones. The two effects of distance acted in the opposite direction and tended to cancel each other out. In a networked social life, virtual and physical mobility is central (Urry, 2007) . Information communication technologies facilitate a sense of involvement in the daily lives of loved ones and offer ways to exchange thoughts, emotions and feelings, intimacy and sometimes care (telecare) over large geographical distances (Uy-Tioco, 2007; Valentine, 2006) . However, mediated interaction cannot fully substitute for face-to-face moments and physical intimacy because of its disembodied nature (Boden & Molotch, 1994; Valentine, 2006) . Occasional visits are necessary, as being physically together involves touch, body language and rich conversation that help maintain intimacy and trust. Social visits also signal commitment. Visiting or hosting friends and relatives requires people to set aside not only a specific time but also a shared physical place. Finally, social obligations also require intermittent co-presence, for example for attending important social events, such as birthdays and celebrations.
Yet, regular travel requires important resources of money, time, good health, access and skills (e.g., Axhausen & Kowald, 2015; Kaufmann, Bergman, & Joye, 2004; Urry, 2012) . Individuals who lack these resources may have difficulties in maintaining strong relationships over large distances. Several surveys have stressed the decay of support and care with the increase of spatial distance (e.g., Mok, Wellman, & Carrasco, 2010; Mulder & van der Meer, 2009 ). Some significant relationships are therefore likely to turn non-significant after migration. Conversely, because migrants need close-by strong relationships to regularly share pleasurable moments and create a sense of home, they are likely to develop new significant relationships in the place of destination. Empirical evidence suggests that peripheral relationships (extended kin, neighbours, co-workers, distant friends) are more vulnerable to physical distance than relationships with parents, children and siblings, with strong friends lying in between (Lubbers et al., 2010; Pollet, Roberts, & Dunbar, 2013; Widmer & Viry, 2017; Wrzus, Hänel, Wagner, & Neyer, 2013) . These differences are explained by the normative power and density of connections that enforce mutual obligations within families, and, to some extent, strong friendship groups.
Hypothesis
Three hypotheses are explored in this study:
(i) Because migrants are likely to maintain significant ties with family and friends in their places of origin, we expect that respondents who have moved longer distances from their birthplace have more geographically dispersed networks, which in turn are associated with bridging social capital. These migrants would occupy a central network position in which they would bridge geographically distant network members or clusters of network members. (ii) We expect that distant visits to or from far-flung network members mitigate the effect of spatial dispersion on bridging social capital. Individuals who regularly visit and host their significant relatives and friends are more likely to put them in touch with one another than those who meet them less often. In the other direction of causality, migrants are likely to travel long distances to stay involved with cohesive groups in their place of origin, such as parents and siblings or groups of old friends. Respondents who frequently visit or host their farflung network members are thus expected to have more bonding social capital (and therefore less bridging social capital) than those who meet them less often.
(iii) Finally, we expect that frequent distant visits are associated with high social capital. Because maintaining strong relationships over distances requires travel and face-to-face contacts, we hypothesise that individuals who regularly visit and host their significant relatives and friends are expected to report higher trust in them and have more emotional support providers than those who meet them less often.
A conceptual model summarising the relationships between the key variables is presented in Figure 2 .
Data and Measures
The data come from the Family tiMes survey conducted in Switzerland in 2011. A representative sample of 803 men and women living in Switzerland and from two birth cohorts (1950-55 and 1970-75) were selected from the population register of the Swiss Federal Statistical Office (response rate: 55%). Face-to-face (CAPI) interviews were conducted at respondents' homes by trained interviewers of a survey institute. The questionnaire included two main instruments: (1) a Life History Calendar (Morselli et al., 2016) to collect retrospective life course data in various life domains, such as family, work and residential location; and (2) the Family Network Method (Widmer, Aeby, & Sapin, 2013) for collecting information on the composition and structure of the respondents' personal networks. The Family Network Method belongs to instruments measuring cognitive networks. In such instruments, a given individual, usually referred to as ego or the focal person, is asked to report the relationships existing between all individuals in a group (Krackhardt, 1987) . Various studies have successfully used a cognitive network approach for studying not only face-to-face interactions but also discussion networks (Marsden, 1987) , friendship ties (Pittinsky & Carolan, 2008) , advice and instrumental support provision (Krackhardt & Kilduff, 2002) , emotional closeness, support and liking (Freeman & Webster, 1994; Kenny, Bond Jr, Mohr, & Horn, 1996; Widmer, 2016) or leadership and hierarchy (Brands, Menges, & Kilduff, 2015) . Overall, the aim of such studies is not so much about testing the accuracy of non-behavioural measures of interactions (Coenders, Kogovšek, Hlebec, & Coromina, 2014) , but rather to see how cognitive patterns about interactions relate to critical dimensions of social embeddedness such as social class, gender, statuses and roles in various organisations or groups (Brands, 2013) .
In this study, personal networks refer to the set of individuals, the so called significant others or alters, who are considered meaningful or important in some regard by the respondent, and the emotional support ties existing between them from the respondent's point of view (Widmer, 2016; Widmer et al., 2013) . Personal networks are related to the social, emotional and symbolic significance of network members for the respondent. Such significance may or may not be associated with regular interactions, either face-to-face or by telecommunication. Personal networks are therefore not necessarily interactive networks. Respondents were asked to nominate their significant others, be they relatives, friends, colleagues, neighbours or members of various groups or associations, using the following name-generator question: 'Over the past year, who are the individuals who have been very important to you, even if you have not get on well with them?' [authors' translation]. Respondents could mention up to twenty people. They were also asked to report the frequency of contact (both faceto-face and mediated) with each of them in six categories (1. Daily or almost daily, 2. Several times a week, 3. Once a week, 4. Several times a month, 5. Several times a year, 6. Never or almost never) and the degree of trust respondents had in these people in five categories (1. Absolute trust, 2. Great trust, 3. Some trust, 4. Little trust, 5. No trust at all). Additionally, respondents were asked to report who provides emotional support to whom within the network (0 = No, 1 = Yes), both between respondents and network members and among network members. The question was: 'Among the persons you cited, who provides emotional support to you if needed?'. The same question was then asked in turn for each cited person, for instance 'who provides emotional support to person B if needed?'.
Migration
Sequence analysis was used to capture residential mobility behaviours holistically. Based on the Life History Calendar, the residential postcodes from birth until the time of interview were collected for each semester of age for all respondents. The road distance (in km) between the residence and the birthplace was inferred using routing software modelling the Swiss road network and grouped into five categories (1. 0-10 km, 2. 11-40 km, 3. 41-100 km, 4. 101-500 km and 5. abroad). We constructed individual sequences and computed the degree of dissimilarity between pairs of individual sequences (Gauthier, Bühlmann, & Blanchard, 2014) . We then ap- plied a clustering procedure to these dissimilarity scores to group together similar sequences and produce a typology of migration histories. Standard quality indices identified an optimal five-type solution (Rousseeuw, 1987) , which is presented as chronograms in Figure 3 . The x-axis indicates respondents' age (in semesters) and the y-axis indicates the relative distribution of the five distance categories at a given age. The first type ('0-10 km', 38%) is composed of individuals who spent most of their life in their birthplace or at a distance of a few km from it. The individuals grouped in the second type ('11-40 km', 19%) moved mainly between ages of 16 and 30 to locations that are up to several tens of km away from their birthplace. In the third type ('41-100 km', 13%), relocation occurs slightly earlier (between ages 15 and 25) and at a greater distance than the previous type. The fourth type ('101-500 km', 12%) reveals a similar pattern regarding the timing of move, but is characterized by a relocation within Switzerland of at least 100 km from the birthplace. Finally, the fifth type ('Abroad', 18%) is composed of individuals who migrated to Switzerland, mainly between the ages of 15 to 35. Most of these individuals did not subsequently move far from their first location in Switzerland. In this study, we define migrants as individuals who moved and lived far from their birthplace for a significant period of their lives. We can therefore consider individuals of types 5, 4 and, to some extent, 3 as migrants.
Social Capital
The degree and type of social capital was measured by six network indices. (1) The personal network size is the number of 'very important' persons cited by the respondents. (2) The number of emotionally supportive ties is the number of significant others who were perceived by the respondents as giving them emotional support. (3) Respondents' trust in their significant others was measured by averaging the degree of trust in each network member on a scale ranging from 1 (no trust at all) to 5 (absolute trust). (4) Network density is the ratio of existing emotional support ties to the total possible. This index captures the overall network cohesion. (5) Network transitivity indicates the proportion of transitive triads in the network. A transitive triad is a group of three network members (including or not the respondent), where if X gives emotional support to Y and Y gives emotional support to Z, then X also gives emotional support to Z. Triads with no or only one tie were not included in the calculation. Transitivity is another index of network cohesion, which reflects the tendency of network actors to form cliques. Transitivity has been proved to play an important role in the process of tie formation over time (e.g., Lubbers et al., 2010) . (6) Respondents' betweenness centrality indicates the extent to which respondents occupy a central position, where they bridge their otherwise disconnected significant others in the emotional support network. Respondents with high social capital refer to those who have high trust in and many emotionally supportive ties with their network members. Respondents with high bonding social capital refer to those who have high scores of density and transitivity and low score of betweenness centrality. Conversely, respondents with high bridging social capital display low scores of density and transitivity and high score of betweenness centrality. Because these six measures were not normally distributed (see Appendix A), they were dichotomized at the median into high versus low scores to be used as dependent variables in regression models. Appendix B displays measures of the strength of association between the dichotomized variables.
Network Spatial Dispersion
Based on the residential postcodes of network members (as reported by respondents), the road distance (in km) between the respondents and their significant others was inferred using the routing software. The spatial dispersion of personal networks was measured as the natural logarithm of the average road distance between the respondents and their significant others. A threshold distance of 500 km was used between respondents and their significant others living abroad, which is about the greatest road distance between any two locations in Switzerland. We used the natural logarithm to reduce the effect of transnational networks, as we expect that absolute changes in distance are more important for short distances than long distances. The logarithm was also used to counter deviations from normality and reduce the bias because we do not know the exact distance to network members living abroad. The average network spatial dispersion was 2.5 ln km (median = 2.6 ln km, sd = 1.9 ln km range: 0-6.2 ln km).
Distant Visits
Distant visits were measured as the average number of ln km travelled per year by ego and their significant others to meet each other. This index captures the extent to which network members activate their travel resources (especially in time and money) and make the effort to physically meet despite geographical separation. It was derived from the road distance and frequency of face-toface contact between respondents and their significant others. We first recoded the frequency of face-to-face contact as the number of visits per year (e.g., weekly = 52 visits per year) and multiplied this number by the natural logarithm of the road distance between the respondent and the significant other (abroad = 500 km; same postcode = 0). Scores were then summed across the significant others and normalised by dividing by the number of significant others who do not have the same postcode as the respondent (non-null distance). The average index score was 126.6 ln km (median = 59.7 ln km, sd = 210.8 ln km, range: 0-1864 ln km). Because of the way the index is constructed, its correlation with networks spatial dispersion is relatively high (Kendall correlation coef- 
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Freq. (n=146) s2 s7 s13 s19 s25 s31 s37 s43 s49 s55 s61 s67 s73 s79 s85 s91 s97 s104 s112 s120 In particular, respondents who live very close to relatives and friends have a low score by definition, because they do not need to activate their travel resources and make much effort to meet them physically. By contrast, the index varies significantly among respondents with more spatially dispersed networks, depending on the number of long-distance visits. Taking the logarithm of distances has the same advantages as for the network spatial dispersion (see above). This index has three drawbacks. First, it only includes information on social visits between respondents and their significant others. Data on social visits between all network members were not available. Second, it is impossible to know whether it was the respondents or their significant others who physically travelled. Third, strictly speaking, the index is not the average number of ln km travelled per year, since respondents may only need one visit to meet several significant others who live together (or close by). This may be especially true for visits to very distant significant others. Since the data do not include information about whether significant others lived together or not, we cannot exclude multiple-counting errors. At the same time, the solution of counting only once the visits to different people living in the same place (same postcode) is problematic, because individuals who travel to a specific place do not necessarily visit all their significant others living there and because it is not necessarily the respondents who travelled but their significant others. We also tested some cruder measures of distant visits (average number of visits at a distance greater than a certain threshold, e.g., 40 km) and finally rejected them, because they did not yield more meaningful results.
Control Variables
Respondents' socio-demographics, the duration of relationships and network composition were included as control variables in the analysis, since the literature shows that these factors are significantly related to both migration and social capital. Respondents' sociodemographics include sex, birth cohort, level of education, activity rate, civil status and citizenship (see Appendix C for the sample description). The duration of relationships was measured by the average number of years respondents had known their significant others. The composition of personal networks was measured using a clustering procedure based on the types of relationships between respondents and their significant others (e.g., brother). 48 respondents (6%) were excluded from the analysis, because they mentioned no or only one important person. Seven types of network composition were identified (see Appendix D): (1) female friends (25%); (2) nuclear family (partner and children) (23%); (3) family of origin (parents, siblings and partner) (13%); (4) siblings (12%); (5) male friends and partner (11%); (6) extended kin (8%); and (9) colleagues (7%). Table 1 shows the results from a linear regression model to test the effect of migration history on the spatial dispersion of personal networks. Network composition and socio-demographic variables are included as other predictors of network spatial dispersion. Results indicate that migrants have more spatially dispersed networks than those who lived in, or close to, their birthplace most of their lives. Compared with respondents who lived in the immediate vicinity (within 10 km) of their birthplace, those who lived 40 km or more from where they were born and international migrants had more geographically spread out networks, regardless of the composition of their personal networks. Respondents who cited a relatively high proportion of extended kin, siblings, parents, and to a lower extent colleagues and female friends, had more spatially dispersed networks than those who mainly cited their partner and children. In contrast, respondents with more male friends had on average relationships closer in space. A high level of education is also positively associated with spatially dispersed networks. Finally, divorced or widowed people and foreigners had on average more distant significant others than married and Swiss people, respectively. Tables 2 and 3 show the results from logistic regressions using social capital indices as dependent variables. In Models 1, the network spatial dispersion, migration history, network composition and socio-demographic variables are included as predictors. Models 2 and Models 3 add distant visits and the interaction effect between distant visits and network spatial dispersion, respectively. The interaction effect aims to test whether distant visits have different effects on social capital depending whether respondents have spatially dispersed or spatially close networks. Because the number, strength and structure of social relationships may directly influence spatial dispersion and social visits, these regression models cannot be regarded as strictly causal, but as a way to study associations, with both causal directions possible. For example, transitive networks may encourage social visits but social visits can also contribute to network transitivity. Likewise, densely connected personal networks may discourage individuals to move away, but, conversely, physical distance can cause lower network density.
Results
Results from Models 1 indicate that network spatial dispersion is strongly associated with social capital, when controlling for network composition and duration of the relationships. Respondents who live on average far from their significant others tend to have larger networks and more support providers than respondents who live closer to them. Yet, they have a lower degree of trust in their significant others and more sparsely connected networks (low density and low transitivity). They hold a central position between their geographically distant network members who are less likely to support each other than in local networks. Results also show that mi-gration history has little effect on social capital. This is also true when the network spatial dispersion is removed from regression models (not shown). However, we observe a tendency towards increased transitivity among respondents who have moved long distances from their birthplace. In particular, international migrants have significantly more transitive networks than individuals who remained close to their birthplace, when controlling for the network spatial dispersion. This confirms earlier findings that migrants tend to develop transitive ties in the new location and are more likely to maintain transitive ties than non-transitive ones at the place of origin (Lubbers et al., 2010; Viry, 2012) . Models 2 and 3 indicate that, overall, distant visits have relatively little impact on social capital. Contrary to our expectation, distant visits do not mitigate the influence of spatial dispersion on network density and social trust. In particular, people who are frequently visiting or hosting their far-flung network members do not trust them more than those who see them face-to-face less often. In line with our expectations, however, results from Models 3 show that distant visits mitigate the influence of spatial dispersion on network transitivity. Distant visits to or from network members living on average far away are related to high transitivity. Frequent visits to people living on average close by are conversely associated with low transitivity. Models 3 also show that frequent visits impact differently the number of emotional support ties received by respondents, depending on the network spatial dispersion. Those who frequently visit or host their geographically distant network members have significantly fewer support providers. Because of resource constraints, individuals may be unable to frequently travel to more than a few significant people living far away. Conversely, frequent visits tend to impact positively the support received when network members Notes: Non-active: non-employed, unemployed, retired, invalid; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 
Discussion
Physical distance and travel play a crucial role in building trust and support relationships with and among significant relatives and friends. As obvious as this statement might be, insight into how migration, social visits and physical distance are related to social capital has been lacking so far. With this article, we analysed personal networks in Switzerland and we aimed to better understand this issue by investigating whether social visits moderate the effects of distance on social capital. The strong influence of physical distance on social capital is confirmed by the results of our analysis. Migrants have more spatially dispersed networks, which, in turn, are associated with a higher number of emotional support ties compared to respondents with spatially close networks. This is in line with previous research on family networks (Widmer & Viry, 2017) , which shows that large networks require people to build and maintain significant relationships beyond their most proximate environment. But at the same time, individuals with more spatially dispersed networks have lower trust in their significant others. They also have higher bridging social capital than those with spatially close networks: they occupy a more central position between their significant others who are less likely to emotionally support each other. Migration measured by the residential distance from birthplace over the life course proved to have little effect on social capital when controlled for spatial dispersion, type and duration of relationships.
Only mixed support was found for the hypothesis that distant visits mitigate the effect of spatial dispersion on social capital, in particular by bringing migrants' geographically distant relatives and friends together. In line with our expectation, people who frequently visit and host their far-flung relatives and friends have more transitive networks than those who meet them less often. The predicted positive relationship between distant visits and number of supportive ties revealed to be more complex than expected. Frequent long-distance social visits are related to fewer emotional support ties, possibly because travelling long distances requires important resources and effort, which is restricted to only a few significant people. But the impact of social visits strongly differs depending on the network spatial dispersion. When associated with spatially closer networks, frequent visits are related to larger and non-transitive support networks. In contrast with far-flung networks, there seems that frequent visits to relatives and friends living at short or medium distance is less about bringing important people or circles together than cultivating a large and fragmented network of significant people.
Contrary to our expectations, our results do not provide evidence that people who are frequently visiting or hosting their far-flung relatives and friends are embedded in networks of higher density and higher trust than those who see them less frequently. Distant visits have little effect on network density, network size and social trust. A possible explanation is that social visits do not adequately capture the collective process by which family and friendship networks establish norms of solidarity and reciprocity, and a strong sense of togetherness at a broader spatial scale. Families and friends may establish these norms through regular social visits but also shared practices, routines and narratives (Finch, 2007) , such as in some diasporas, military or seafaring families, for example. Studies on transnational families have documented that intimacy and a collective sense of family can persist without necessarily intermittent co-presence among people, through mediated interaction, emotional and material expressions of care (e.g., Drotbohm, 2009; Parreñas, 2005; Uy-Tioco, 2007) . Social visits and travel as measured in this study, may better capture connectivity and meetings with significant people on a dyadic basis (for a critical view, see Bissell, 2013; Holdsworth, 2013) . Multi-local living with significant relatives and friends spread out in multiple locations may also make it more difficult for migrants to bring these people in touch with one another despite intensive travel. Interestingly, the absence of any effect of distant visits on trust suggests a network effect that goes beyond dyadic relationships (Coleman, 1988) . Finally, existing literature suggests that individuals are more likely to travel further to visit parents, siblings and children, whereas significant relationships with friends and colleagues are more likely to be local (e.g., Pollet et al., 2013; Widmer & Viry, 2017) , which is also confirmed by our data. Distant visits would then play a more important role in maintaining cohesion within the family of origin than in bringing together different social circles.
This study focused on face-to-face meetings and emotional support between respondents and their significant relatives and friends. We did not investigate mediated interaction and other forms of care and support, nor did we include social visits and trust for all network dyads or migration history for all network members. Moreover, we aggregated relational measures at the network level and did not use a multilevel approach to analyse the relationships at both the dyadic and network levels. Such investigations would be ideal using appropriate data. Nevertheless, our study has revealed novel insights into the change of personal networks resulting from migration and physical distance. In our globalised societies, individuals who nurture strong relationships with relatives and friends over large distances may rely on more people for emotional support. They might also exploit various resources and novel information from different geographical contexts to their advantage. But there is also a risk that they cannot benefit from a cohesive social group, which promotes a strong sense of security, group identification, bounded solidarity and mutual trust, and this despite intensive travel. The lack of support and risk of social isolation may be particularly high for disadvantaged and vulnerable populations who are remote from their proximity networks, such as poor migrants or single mothers of young children living far from their relatives. 
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